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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Application Number 10/079,932 received on 03 July 
2006. 

2. Claims 1-13, 1 9, and 20 are presented for examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 03 July 
2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



Application/Control Number: 10/079,932 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2143 

Claims 1 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Malkin et al. (U.S. 6,085,193). 

3. Regarding claims 1 and 8, Malkin disclosed a method of predictive 
predownloading of next objects with delta encoding, including steps of: 

receiving from a client a request for an object (Malkin, col. 4, lines 25-35); 

updating a prediction map in response to the request and a referring page that 
indicates an object just previously requested by the client, the prediction map 
associating the requested object with next objects likely to be requested (Malkin, col. 7, 
lines 19-25, col. 8, lines 40-50, col. 10, lines 29-50, Malkin disclosed a linked list of next 
access records); 

maintaining a stored set of templates for the requested object (Malkin, col. 6, 
lines 3-15, 49-55, col. 7, line 62 through col. 8, lines 22); 

calculating delta information for one particular template of the stored set of 
templates (Malkin, col. 8, lines 38-50); and 

sending to a client (i) a hint that includes a suggestion to download a next object 
based on the prediction map and (ii) delta information for the requested object that 
specifies the particular template (Malkin, col. 8, lines 38-50, col. 9, lines 5-10, col. 11, 
lines 1-12). 
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4. Regarding claim 2, Malkin disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the requested object comprises a web 
page (Malkin, col. 4, lines 50-55). 

5. Regarding claim 3, Malkin disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the hint comprises information to be 
stored in a client cache (Malkin, col. 2, lines 8-13). 

6. Regarding claim 4, Malkin disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the sending step comprises sending to 
the client the next object (Malkin, col. 8, lines 38-50, col. 9, lines 5-1 0, col. 1 1 , lines 1 - 
12, Malkin disclosed predictive pre-fetching of objects, in order to send the objects to 
the client before the client requests the object). 

7. Regarding claim 5, Malkin disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the maintaining step comprises 
conditionally building a new template when the delta information exceeds a selected 
threshold (Malkin, col. 14, line 48 through col. 15, line 15). 

8. Claims 1 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Becker et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,878,223). 
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9. Regarding claims 1 and 8, Becker disclosed a method of predictive 
predownloading of next objects with delta encoding, including steps of: 

receiving from a client a request for an object (Becker, col. 2, lines 30-36); 

updating a prediction map in response to the request and a referring page that 
indicates an object just previously requested by the client, the prediction map 
associating the requested object with next objects likely to be requested (Becker, col. 2, 
lines 36-43, col. 8, lines 1-20); 

maintaining a stored set of templates for the requested object (Becker, col. 2, 
lines 44-50, Becker discloses the server containing the next-requested web pages, 
therefore also including the templates of the web pages); 

calculating delta information for one particular template of the stored set of 
templates (Becker, col. 9, lines 15-20); and 

sending to a client (i) a hint that includes a suggestion to download a next object 
based on the prediction map and (ii) delta information for the requested object that 
specifies the particular template (Becker, col. 7, line 65-through col. 8, line 20, col. 9, 
lines 35-45, Becker disclosed calculating probabilities for each possible selection and 
choosing the highest and sending to the client). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 



Application/Control Number: 10/079,932 
Art Unit: 2143 



Page 6 



invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mogul (U.S. Patent Number 5,802,292) hereinafter referred to by Mogul'292 in view of 
Mogul (HTTP Delta Clusters and Templates, Publication date: 24 August 2000) 
hereinafter referred to by Mogul. 

1 1 . Regarding claims 1 , 4, 8, and 1 1 , Mogul'292 disclosed a method of predictive 
predownloading of next objects with delta encoding, including steps of: 

receiving from a client a request for an object (Mogul'292, col. 4, lines 30-33); 

updating a prediction map in response to the request and a referring page that 
indicates an object just previously requested by the client, the prediction map 
associating the requested object with next objects likely to be requested (Mogul'292, 
col. 4, lines 34-40); 

maintaining a stored set of templates for the requested object (Mogul'292, col. 3, 
lines 1-20, Mogul disclosed the server systems and proxy systems including storage of 
the web pages/objects); and 

sending to a client (i) a hint that includes a suggestion to download a next object 
based on the prediction map (Mogul'292, col. 3, lines 50-56). 

However, Mogul'292 does not explicitly state: 

calculating delta information for one particular template of the stored set of 
templates; and 
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sending to. a client (ii) delta information for the requested object that specifies the 
particular template. 

In an analogous art, Mogul disclosed a server that computes the delta between 
current instance of a resource and a separately-identified template resource and the 
server sends a 'hint' to inform the client of the location of the template resource (Mogul, 
page 9). 

Mogul'292 and Mogul are analogous art because both teachings involve reducing 
retrieval latency when a user requests web pages, both with the use of caching. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate the teaching of Mogul into Mogul'292 to produce a 
server that can predict the next web page to be visited based on the client request and 
transferring only the data needed by the client to produce the page to the user for the 
benefit of reducing retrieval latency (Mogur292, col. 2, lines 15-20 and 40-45). 

12. Regarding claim 2, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the requested object 
comprises a web page (Mogul'292, col. 1, lines 60-67). 

13. Regarding claim 3, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the hint comprises 
information to be stored in a client cache (Mogul'292, col. 2, lines 1-20, col. 3, lines 15- 
23); 
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14. Regarding claim 5, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the maintaining step 
comprises conditionally building a new template when the delta information exceeds a 
selected threshold. (Mogul, pages 3 and 9, Mogul teaches calculating new delta 
information and building a new template resource after an expired timestamp); 

15. Regarding claim 6, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 8, including wherein the maintaining step 
comprises determining a number of changes made to a set of selected objects; and 

conditionally building a new template when the number of changes exceeds a 
selected threshold (MoguP292, col. 4, lines 5-15, Mogul teaches determining thresholds 
and heuristics on changes in objects and prefetching an object based on a number of 
criteria including modifications and thresholds). 

16. Regarding claims 7 and 9, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, 
substantially as claimed, as described in claims 6 and 8, including wherein said selected 
said selected threshold includes a reference to object age, object size, object type and 
operator selection (Mogur292, col. 4, lines 5-15, Mogul teaches object modification 
timestamp). 
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17. Regarding claim 10, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 8, including wherein the template builder builds the at 
least one template of the set of next web pages (Mogul, page 9). 

18. Regarding claim 12, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 11, including wherein the hint includes URLS of 
templates for likely next pages (Mogul, page 9, Mogul teaches sending users hints to 
inform the client of the URI of the template resource). 

19. Regarding claims 13, Mogul'292 and Mogul disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 11, including wherein said hint includes information for 
storing said template in said a client cache (Mogul, page 9, Mogul teaches the client 
storing static parts of the website in the client's cache). 

20. Claims 19 and 20 are rejected as being substantially similar to claims 1 and 4. 
As the details of claim 1 1 are also included in claim 1 , claims 11, 19, and 20 are 
rejected under the same prior art used for claims 1 and 4, as being substantially similar 
claims. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 03 July 2006 have been carefully 
considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. 
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Applicant states "Delta information is defined in the present patent application 
specification in paragraph [0017] as a selected portion of a web page that may vary 
between instances of the web page" [see Applicant's Response, page 5]. 

Therefore, a reasonable definition of delta information is a selected portion of a 
web page. The rest of the definition is not required. 

Applicant's arguments include the failure of previously applied art to expressly 
disclose the teachings of "the use of information about the request and a referring page 
that indicates an object just previously requested by the client" and "predictive caching 
with delta encoding" and "creating predictions page as specified in independent claims 1 
and 8 [see Applicant's Response, page 5, 6]. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Malkin disclosed updating a statistics table and generating prefetch hint 
information. The statistics table stores information on requested information by the 
clients and potential prefetch information associated with the requested information. 
The prefetch hint information is based on actual reference behavior of clients (Malkin, 
col. 7, lines 15-24). Based on what is requested by the client, the statistics table is 
queried to determine prefetch hint information based on what other clients have 
requested from that page. The prefetch hint information is then "piggy-backed" with the 
requested information (Malkin, col. 8, lines 38-50). 
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Becker disclosed for every possible current page, a probability calculation is 
maintained for every possible next-to-be selected page. Every time a page is actually 
selected, the probability table is updated (Becker, col. 9, lines 15-25). Therefore the 
hint/prediction is based on previous requests, and probability values from the probability 
table of all possible "next-to-be selected pages". 

Applicant's arguments include the failure of Mogul '292 and Mogul to expressly 
disclose the teachings of "creating predictions based on (1) information about the 
request and (2) a referring page that indicates an object just previously requested by the 
client" and "sending a client both (1 ) a hint for the next object to download and (2) delta 
information for the requested object [see Applicant's Response, page 7]. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

It is evident from the mappings found in the above rejection that the combination 
of Mogul'292 and Mogul disclosed this teaching. Mogul'292 clearly disclosed creating 
predictions based on information about the request and a referring page that indicates 
an object just previously requested, as shown in Mogul'292 (Mogul'292, Abstract, col. 4, 
lines 30-40). Mogul'292 also disclosed predicting the client system's one or more likely 
next retrieval requests, assigning predicted retrieval probabilities and transmitting these 
predictions (Mogul'292, col. 3, lines 49-55). Mogul the client retrieving a 'hint' to inform 
a client of the URI of the template resource, as well as retrieving a delta between the 
template and the Request-URI). 
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As explained in the previous action, Examiner does not see in the claims any 
mention of delta encoding or any details as to what delta encoding is. "Calculating delta 
information" and "sending delta information" is broad language, in which any calculation 
information (i.e. the probabilities of Becker, col. 9, lines 35-42, the frequency of Malkin, 
col. 11, lines 1-10) would teach. 

Furthermore, as it is Applicant's right to continue to claim as broadly as possible 
their invention, it is also the Examiner's right to continue to interpret the claim language 
as broadly as possible. It is the Examiner's position that the detailed functionality that 
allows for Applicant's invention to overcome the prior art used in the rejection, fails to 
differentiate in detail how these features are unique. As it is extremely well known in the 
networking art as already shown by art used in the above rejection as well as other prior 
arts of records disclosed predictive predownoading of web pages is taught as well as 
other claimed features of Applicant's invention. By the rejection above, the applicant 
must submit amendments to the claims in order to distinguish over the prior art use in 
the rejection that discloses different features of Applicant's claimed invention. 

It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. 

Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
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with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly define the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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